This study investigated the effectiveness of using antecedent persuasive stimulation and response-contingent praise, within a small discussion group context, to modify the rate of verbal participation of Ss in an independent, classroom situation. Ss were 96 male college students who were divided into 12 treatment subgroups and 4 control subgroups of 6 Ss each. 3 treatment conditions were employed: (a) maximum persuasion, (b) maximum praise, and (c) neutral (i.e., minimum persuasion and praise). The treated Ss showed more criterion verbal participation than did the control Ss (.01 level). No differences were found among the 3 treatment conditions. Behavior changes in the treated Ss were attributed to the effects of nonspecific factors in the treatments.
An attempt is being made to develop an adequate psychology of (social) behavior influence and control, based on principles derived from learning theory and research, to serve as the framework for a study and reformulation of verbal psychotherapy (both individual and group) in learning terms (Krasner, 1962; Krasner & Ullmann, 196S) . One relevant area of research for this purpose is the experimental modification of verbal behavior through the application of procedures that approximate the Skinnerian paradigm of operant conditioning (see reviews by Greenspoon, 1962; Krasner, 19S8, 1962; Williams, 1964) . In recent years an increasing number of investigators in this area have attempted to avoid the artificiality of the laboratory experiment by employing such naturalistic social settings as casual conversations (Azrin, Holtz, Ulrich, & Goldiamond, 1961; Verplank, 19SS) , free-responding interviews (Rogers, 1960; Waskow, 1962) , and group discussions (Bachrach, Candland, & Gibson, 1961; Cieutat, 1959 Cieutat, , 1962 . Despite 1 This article is based upon a thesis submitted to the University of Illinois in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology (1964) . The author would like to express his appreciation to J. McV. Hunt for his direction, support, and encouragement in this research project. The author is also indebted to Jerry S. Wiggins, William M. Gilbert, Donald T. Shannon, Ledyard R. Tucker, and Merle M. Ohlsen for their suggestions and criticisms. Appreciation is expressed to Lloyd G. Humphreys and Donald E. Dulany for permitting the modifications in Psychology 100 classroom procedures which made this study possible.
some thorny methodological problems (Azrin et al, 1961; Bachrach et al., 1961) , the results of these studies have generally supported the findings obtained in the laboratory, that is, that one person can influence another person's verbal behavior in a specifiable direction by applying stimuli in accordance with certain learning principles-for example, reinforcement.
When considering the implications of these studies for psychotherapy, however, an important question is the degree to which the behavior changes generalize to behavior outside the treatment setting. Previous reviews of studies concerned with this issue show that the results have been unimpressive and inconsistent (Greenspoon, 1962; Williams, 1964) . However, as Bandura (1961) has noted, such inconsistency is hardly surprising since the experimental manipulations in most studies have involved only one session and have been barely sufficient to demonstrate significant behavior changes in that session, let alone generalization of changes to other settings.
In most previous research in this area the emphasis has been on the use of consequent (response-contingent) stimulation which is expected to reinforce the verbal behavior under consideration, generally a verbal remark connoting praise or approval. Since the concern is primarily with the manipulation of previously learned behaviors, and not with the acquisition of novel response habits, it would seem that behavior change might be facilitated by making greater use of ante-cedent stimuli which would be expected to either elicit or set the occasion for the occurrence of the desired verbal behavior. One possible form of such stimulation, namely, "persuasion" (i.e., urging, prompting, suggestion, etc.) can be readily modified so as to be applicable to almost any type of previously acquired behavior. Moreover, since it is well-known as an influencing device in advertising, education, child-training, etc., its use in a treatment setting with reinforcement may also facilitate transfer of behavior changes to "real-life" situations.
The present study was designed to evaluate the effects of treatments involving both persuasion and praise on the rate of verbal participation in a classroom discussion situation. The latter (criterion) situation was independent of the treatment setting, where persuasion and praise were applied within a six-member discussion group context over a period of three sessions. Three different treatment conditions were employed. In the first, persuasion was maximized and praise was kept to a minimum. This procedure was reversed in the second condition. The third was a "neutral" condition where both persuasion and praise were reduced to a minimum. A no-treatment control group, which participated only in the criterion discussion situation, was also included in the study.
METHOD
Sixteen discussions sections of the introductory course in psychology at the University of Illinois were involved in the study. These sections contained from 19 to 25 students and met for a 50-minute period once a week throughout the semester, occupying the time from 1 P.M. to 5 P.M., Monday through Thursday. The subjects were 96 male students who were randomly selected from the 16 discussion sections. The study extended over a period of 13 weeks with the treatment and control procedures being conducted for 5 consecutive weeks beginning with the sixth week. The S weeks preceding treatment were used to obtain the pretreatment verbal participation measures and to administer a battery of self-report personality tests. The criterion measures of verbal participation were collected during the 3 weeks following the five weekly sessions of treatment.
Pretreatment Classroom Procedure
Seven discussion-section instructors were involved in the study. All were graduate students in psychology at the University of Illinois. No instructor was connected with more than three of the sections and only one of them had less than two sections. During the first class meeting the instructors introduced the students to the course and explained the procedures of the discussion section. All instructors were given a description of a student-centered teaching procedure (see Rogers, 1951 ) and asked to follow that procedure throughout the semester.
During the second, third, and fourth class periods, the experimenter was present as an observer in all discussion sections. He was introduced as "a staff member who was conducting an evaluation of course procedures." For this 3-week period, the experimenter recorded the amount of verbal participation by each student during the class meetings. Since the students were assigned permanent seats for the semester, verbal participation units were recorded on seating charts with numbered blocks representing students, Definition of verbal participation. Included in the response class of verbal participation was any verbalization by a student which satisfied the following four criteria:
1. The verbalization must constitute at least one complete statement. A complete statement was defined as a sentence having a subject and a predicate and containing a complete thought or idea. An incomplete sentence was considered complete if the missing part was strongly implied.
2. The verbalization must be emitted voluntarily. A verbalization which was elicited by means of a direct question to a specific individual was not recorded as verbal participation. However, a voluntary response to a question directed to the class as a whole was accepted.
3. The verbalization must be emitted by the "principal speaker." The principal speaker was considered the person who "had the floor" or to whom the attention of the class was directed.
4. The verbalization must be relevant to the procedures or subject matter of the course. Verbalizations which were unrelated to the course of introductory psychology were not recorded.
The basic unit of verbal participation was simply defined as any block of verbal participation, by a single individual, which was surrounded by verbalizations of other individuals in the class. If a pause of 5 seconds or more occurred during a unit of verbal participation, two units were recorded, but only when the verbalizations on both sides of the pause satisfied the above criteria for verbal participation.
Subject Selection and Formation of Treatment Groups
Prior to the fifth week, six male students were randomly selected from each of the 16 classroom discussion sections by using a table of random numbers. Thus, 16 subgroups of six subjects each (N -96) were formed. These subgroups were then assigned to four conditions with four subgroups in each condition: (a) Persuasion (Pn), (6) Praise (Pe), (c) Neutral (Nl), and (d) Control (Cl). The primary basis for assigning subgroups was the counterbalancing of conditions with respect to time (1 P.M,, 2 P.M., 3 P.M., 4 P.M.) and day (Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday).
During the fifth class period, all students in the class were asked to complete a personality test battery with the explanation that a survey was being conducted by the psychology department on the attitudes of college students toward themselves and a variety of situations and concepts.
3 At the conclusion of the fifth class period, subjects assigned to Conditions Pn, Pe, and Nl (treatment conditions) were informed by the experimenter that the psychology department was going to conduct a few small discussion groups on an experimental basis for a period of 5 weeks. Each subgroup of six subjects was told that it had been selected for such a group, which would meet with the experimenter in a separate room, on the same day, and at the same hour that its regular classroom section was meeting. No contact was made with subjects from Condition Cl since they were to remain in the classroom during the treatment period and serve as the control for the treatment procedures. With the obvious exception of Condition Cl, the instructors were unaware of the condition to which their students had been assigned; nor were they aware of the nature of the various treatments. Only one of the four conditions contained subgroups which shared a common discussion-section instructor. This occurred in Condition Pe with two subgroups.
Treatment Conditions
In each of the 12 treatment groups the six subjects were seated around a small table and asked to keep the same seats for all sessions. The procedure for the first two sessions was the same in all groups. In the first session, subjects were introduced to each other and the objectives and procedure of the group were discussed. At this time the expected group member role was described, which stressed the responsibility of each member to come prepared to the sessions with topics for discussion and to contribute his share to the discussions. In an attempt 2 The battery consisted of the following instruments: (a) Anxiety Differential (Alexander & Husek, 1962) , (6) a short form of the Personal Report of Confidence as a Speaker (Paul, 1966) , (c) Pittsburgh Social Extraversion-Introversion and Emotionality Scale (Bendig, 1962) , (d) IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire (Cattell, 1957) , and (e) selected situations from the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness (Endler, Hunt, & Rosenstein, 1962) . In addition to these personality measures, total scores from the School and College Ability Test (SCAT; Educational Testing Service, 1957) were obtained and another measure of academic ability was provided by two course exams which were given on Wednesday evening during the fifth and eleventh weeks of the semester.
to introduce a positive attitude or "set" in regard to verbal participation, the benefits of active participation (e.g., easier learning, better grades) were emphasized. In addition, an attempt was made in the first session to create a group atmosphere which could be described as generally positive, informal, and relaxed.
In the second session, a standardized discussion procedure was begun which was subsequently followed during every session in all treatment groups. This procedure could generally be described as a student-centered approach to group discussion. Each session began with the following statement from the experimenter: "What would you like to begin with today?" Further comments were offered by the experimenter only when it was necessary to explain or clarify poorly understood material and, in the final three sessions, to implement the techniques of persuasion and praise. Moreover, the verbalizations of the experimenter were always as brief as possible and were kept to a minimum when the interaction between subjects was high. The procedures for the various treatment conditions diverged in the third session, Persuasion (Pn). In this condition, the experimenter's major objective was to persuade the subjects to participate as frequently as possible in the group discussions. Persuasion was defined as a deliberate attempt by the experimenter to induce or elicit verbal participation by urging, prompting, advising, and requesting information, The following are examples of the experimenter's persuasive comments: "What do you think about that viewpoint, Tom?" "John, you should try to enter the discussion more often." "Is there anything that you would like to introduce for discussion today, Bill?" "Do you have anything to add to that, Joe?" "You will find that you actually learn more when you participate often in the discussions, Jim." "Can you tell us a little more about that experiment, Bob?" Statements such as these were used as frequently as necessary in order to maintain a high level of participation by as many subjects as possible. Every attempt was made to employ persuasion in a helpful and nonthreatening manner. In this condition, the experimenter tried to minimize all gestures and comments which might suggest praise or approval during and following the subjects' verbalizations.
Praise (Pe) . The primary objective of the experimenter in this condition was to reward each unit of verbal participation with a comment conveying praise or approval. While the subject was speaking, the experimenter emitted such comments as "mmmhmm," "good," and "right." Following the subjects' verbalizations, the experimenter employed statements such as "That was a good point," "That is very interesting," "Very good," "Good idea," and "That is an important question." Praise was communicated even after statements which were not entirely correct. In this case, the experimenter expressed his approval for a good or interesting try and then followed with a statement of clarification. Praise was employed by the experimenter as frequently as it was possible to do so without appearing stilted or contrived. In this condition, no deliberate attempt was made by the experimenter to induce or persuade subjects to participate.
Neutral (Nl) . In this condition, the procedure initiated in the second session in all treatment groups was continued for the remaining three sessions with no additional manipulations being introduced. The manner of the experimenter was positive, friendly, permissive, and interested. To all speakers, he devoted his full, positive attention but he attempted to remain as "neutral" as possible in his verbalizations throughout treatment. That is, he discussed with the subjects the subject matter of general psychology while avoiding, insofar as possible, the use of persuasion and praise in the manner described in the above conditions.
Posttreatment Classroom Procedures
At the conclusion of the five treatment sessions, all subjects returned to their regular classroom discussion sections. An assistant experimenter (who was unaware of the nature of the study) was present as an observer in all 16 discussion sections for a period of 3 consecutive weeks following the treatment period. Criterion verbal participation data were collected by the assistant experimenter in the same manner that the pretreatment measures were obtained earlier in the semester by the experimenter. In order to obtain data from which the reliability of the recording method could be determined, the experimenter recorded verbal participation units independently for four consecutive class periods.
RESULTS

Reliability of Recording Verbal Participation Units
The reliability of recording verbal participation units in the classroom was established on the basis of four discussion-section periods recorded independently by the experimenter and the assistant experimenter. The productmoment coefficient between the ratings of the two observers was .99. This figure was based on 76 students using the total number of verbal participation units for the class period as the basic response unit.
Validity of Treatment Conditions
Before turning to the treatment results it is necessary to examine the degree to which the experimenter was able to implement the types of verbal responses required by the various treatment conditions. From tape recordings of the treatment sessions, 106 units of the experimenter's verbal behavior were randomly selected. Forty-three of these units were taken from Condition Pn, 43 from Condition Pe, and 20 from Condition Nl. A unit was again defined as any block of verbal behavior which was surrounded by the verbalizations of other individuals. The 106 verbal units were then typewritten in random order and preceded by the following definitions:
Persuasion (Pn). The verbal unit indicates an attempt by the experimenter to induce or elicit the verbal participation of a group member or group members whether by urging, prompting, advising, or merely requesting information.
Praise (Pe). The verbal unit contains an overt expression that the experimenter approves of, or is pleased with, a comment made by a group member and suggests praise for a correct, significant, or interesting statement, or just for the fact that the group member had participated.
Neutral (Nl) . The verbal unit constitutes a statement, clarification, or explanation concerning the subject matter of general psychology but contains no overt expression of persuasion or praise relative to participation.
Two judges (advanced graduate students in psychology) and the experimenter then independently classified the 106 verbal units according to the response classes Pn, Pe, and Nl. Agreement scores were obtained by determining the number of exact agreements between two individuals and dividing by the total number of units classified. The scores between the experimenter and each of the two judges were .92 and .94. The score between the two judges was .88. These results indicate that the types of verbal responses required by the three treatment conditions could be reliably differentiated.
In order to determine the degree of correspondence between the various types of verbal responses and the treatment conditions requiring those responses, a count was made of the number of correct classifications made by each judge. Since Nl responses were necessarily present in all treatment conditions, units from Conditions Pn and Pe which were classified as Nl were included in the "correct" category. The figures for the two judges-after dividing by the total number of units classified-were .97 and .96, which support the validity of the treatment conditions.
Effects of Treatment Conditions
In order to evaluate the effects of the various treatments on verbal participation in the classroom discussion situation, pretreatment and criterion scores of verbal participation were computed for each subject by summing the number of verbal participation units for class periods 2 through 4 (Pre-VP), and for periods 11 through 13 (Criterion VP). In the case of a few subjects who were absent for one of the class periods, the verbal participation score was the total number of units for the two class periods at which the subject was present plus the average number of units for those periods. A simple analysis of covariance was then performed using the mean Criterion-VP scores for Conditions Pn, Pe, Nl, and Cl adjusted according to the mean Pre-VP scores. The F associated with the adjusted mean square for Conditions was found to be significant beyond the .01 level (F -5.10; df = 3/91). A summary of the analysis of covariance is presented in Table 1 . The obtained and adjusted means are presented in Table 2 .
Multiple comparisons were then made among the adjusted means by using an extension of Duncan's new multiple-range test (Kramer, 1957) . This test showed that each of the treatment means (Pn, Pe, Nl) was significantly different from the control mean (Cl) beyond the .01 level, but that there were no significant differences among the treatment means.
Since a large decrease from Pre-VP to Criterion VP was found in Condition Cl (see Table 2 ), a 3 X 2 analysis of variance was performed in order to determine whether the treatment conditions significantly increased the rate of verbal participation or whether the significant F of the analysis of covariance was primarily due to the decrement in the control group. The analysis of variance contained a Treatments (Pn, Pe, Nl) main effect, a Trials (Pre-VP, Criterion VP) main effect, and a Treatments X Trials interaction.
The results are summarized in Table 3 . The Trials main effect was significant beyond the .05 level (F -4.40; df = 1/69), indicating a significant increase in verbal participation for the treatment conditions. As expected, the Treatments X Trials interaction was not significant (F < 1).
In order to investigate whether responsiveness to the treatment conditions could be predicted from any of the personality or aptitude measures, product-moment correlations were computed between each test measure and verbal participation change scores (Criterion VP minus Pre-VP) for each of the treatment conditions. Of the 72 coefficients computed, only four were found to be significant at the .05 level, which was not greater than the number of significant correlations to be expected by chance. 
DISCUSSION
The finding that the treated subjects showed a significant increase in rate of verbal participation in the criterion situation indicates that a treatment program based on group discussion can produce a modification in verbal performance in another "real-life" group situation. Since no significant differences were found among the three treatment conditions, however, it would appear that the specific effects of persuasion and praise in this study were very slight in comparison with the effects of nonspecific factors in the treatments. The nature and source of these nonspecific factors cannot be precisely determined on the basis of the present study; however, some hypotheses based in part on previous research may be discussed.
Inspection of the experimental procedures and of a postexperimental questionnaire given to the treated subjects suggests that the most significant influencing factors were associated with the general behavior of the group leader and the nature of the group activity. The group leader singled out the experimental subjects, put them into small discussion groups, and showed much interest in their participation in the group discussions. Such special personal attention-in connection with verbal participation-was not available to the control subjects in the larger (criterion) classroom situation. With regard to the nature of the group activity, on the postexperimental questionnaire 50% of the treated subjects reported that what they liked most about the group sessions was the fact that the discussions were very interesting and stimulating. Because of the smaller size of the treatment groups, it is likely that these subjects spent considerably more time discussing topics of special interest than did the control subjects.
Within a learning framework, the factors of personal attention and interesting activity may be interpreted as having had both a (discriminative) cue function and a reinforcement function in the present study. With regard to their cue function, these factors probably set the occasion for verbal participation since it is likely that the verbal behavior of most subjects had been rewarded many times in the past in the presence of an interested and attentive "authority figure" and when the conversation or discussion was such as to be labeled "interesting." For much the same reason, these factors might have also acted as reinforcers of verbal participation. Skinner (1953) and Ferster (1961) have discussed this point in terms of the concept of "generalized reinforcement." According to Ferster, such variables as the attention of another person and simply engaging in certain activities may become powerful reinforcers without reference to a specific level of deprivation by virtue of having served as preconditions for specific reinforcements in the past.
Several experimental studies have been done which support the notion that verbal behavior may be effectively reinforced by attentional variables (e.g., looking at the subject and appearing interested, nodding, leaning forward, making expressive movements and gestures; Adams & Hoffman, 1960; Cieutat, 1959 Cieutat, , 1962 Reece & Whitman, 1962) . In addition, Hunt (1963) has reviewed many recent studies which support the view that engaging in interesting activities can act as a powerful reinforcer. Important to the interpretation of the present results is that following from this viewpoint it would be expected that such actions, once emitted, would tend to be maintained and would easily generalize to other situations, since the individual provides his own reinforcement. That the group discussions in the present study had reinforcement value is supported by the fact that many subjects perceived them to be "interesting. " Ferster points out that a generalized reinforcer "is the uniquely human reinforcer that makes possible much of verbal behavior, education in general, and self-control [Ferster, 1961, p. 267] ." Extending this viewpoint to the psychotherapy situation, Krasner (1962) maintains that generalized reinforcement is the common element in all psychotherapy procedures and employs the concept to explain the so-called "placebo effects" in therapy -that is, effects due to nonspecific factors (Honigfeld, 1964) . According to Krasner, most (if not all) behavior changes in psychotherapy that are attributed to "non-specific factors" are actually the result of generalized reinforcement provided by the "attention" and general manner of the therapist as he selectively responds (intentionally or unwittingly) to certain aspects of the patient's behavior. Although no definite conclusions can be reached about the nature of the influencing process in the present study, the results provide at least suggestive evidence in support of Krasner's position. On the basis of the present discussion, however, it is suggested that Krasner's analysis of the "placebo effect" should be extended to include effects due to the possible discriminative and reinforcing properties of various therapeutic activities (e.g., Rogerian, Wolpian) with respect to certain types of behavior, such as positive self-references, relaxation, etc.
From the data on reliability and validity of procedures it appears that the present method offers a useful means by which techniques for modifying verbal behavior may be applied within one group situation and their effects observed and measured in another "real-life" social situation. Some of the major methodological problems previously encountered in research in more or less naturalistic settings (Azrin et al., 1961; Bachrach et al, 1961) were avoided in the present study. It has been shown that appropriate control groups are needed to account for the effects of "nonspecific factors" and other extraneous social stimulus variables so as to avoid confounding of results. It has also been demonstrated that at least one category of verbal behavior (i.e., verbal participation as denned in this study) may be reliably identified and recorded provided that the response unit is defined in simple and precise terms and the instructions to the rater are clear and unambiguous. Finally, in the absence of mechanical recording apparatus, an independent rater who is unaware of the experimental objectives is required in order to eliminate the problem of bias in the recording of responses due to the experimenter's expectations.
